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This is an occasion for me to renew old ties and establish new ones. I was last here in 1986 when as the Minister of External Affairs, I was the beneficiary of the hospitality of your amiable Chancellor, Sir Gabriel Igbinedion and his amiable wife, Lady Cherryl. I have had a long relationship with your chancellor. I shared his vision when he first established the Okada Airlines and he brought me here when he was developing this site to share with me his vision of Igbinedion University even when the license to operate the University had not been granted. 

Even though this is the second convocation lecture, I am also aware that you have had a special birthday lecture delivered by a Nobel laureate. Igbinedion university is fast establishing a reputation as a centre for originating and dissemination of ideas. And this is what it should be as Benjamin Disraeli said in 1873, a university should be “a place of light, of liberty, and of learning”. Your chancellor, has sought to epitomise the ancient and traditional image of the rich as one who used the wealth not just to create more wealth but to use the wealth to create a thinking society. When I think of what your Chancellor has sought to do in Nigeria, I am reminded of what Pericles said about ancient Athens:

 “I would have you day by day fix your eyes upon the greatness of Athens, until you become filled with the love of her, and when you are impressed by the spectacle of her glory; reflect that this empire has been acquired by men who knew their duty and had the courage to do it”

Mr. Chancellor, I congratulate and salute your vision and I congratulate and salute you. 

I must also share with you the fact that the paths of your Pro-Chancellor and I have crossed in some distant past. Your Pro-chancellor and I have something in common in Michigan University, Kalamazoo. He is an alumnus of that illustrious university where I was privileged to be a visiting Professor in 1970.

Your Vice-Chancellor and I were young lecturers at the same time at the University of Ibadan in the early 1970s. The foundation of our reputation as scholars was laid at that time and my profound respect for him has increased with the years.

The problem of governance all over the world has been not only how best to define the relationship between government and the governed, how best to practicalise the definition of the relationship and who does the definition and the practicalisation. Under a democratic dispensation, analysts often make the mistake of confusing periodic elections with the day-to-day dictatorship of government. Governance has become so vast and complex that the government of the people, for the people and by the people has become the government of the people, by the government and for the people. Once the elections, held after every fixed period, are free and transparent, people are prepared to subject themselves to vast exercise of powers over vast areas by a small circle of people governing on their behalf. And this is not just a cosmetic arrangement. In the United Kingdom, for example, a governing party with an absolute parliamentary majority can do anything unchecked. The threat of dissolution of parliament is sufficient to keep rebellious and unruly backbenchers from frivolous exercise of the right to no confidence motions. The powers, prestige and status of the executive in the United States are enormous. The manipulation of intelligence, the war powers of the President and the automatic response of Congress to voting funds once troops are deployed probably makes the United States President the most powerful man in the world. The system has sought to address the issue of an incipient dictatorship by balancing the powers between the executive, the congress and the judiciary. But that did not and could not address the issue of the growing divergence between the theory of government by the people and the reality of power in the hands of the few as society became more complex and the size of the state became more widespread. 

What is fundamental and critical, and which we must grasp without mistake, is the fact that there are very fixed parameters of values and behaviour irrespective of whether the system has  written or unwritten constitutions, outside which political behaviour is not tolerated. This constitutes the second line of defence against undiluted dictatorship. In the last twenty years, two United States Presidents have gone through the impeachment process. In the case of President Richard Nixon, a Congressional committee voted to recommend his impeachment and he resigned. President Bill Clinton was actually impeached, put on trial before the Senate but found not guilty. But, it is necessary to understand that both of these Presidents were not tried for murder or financial corruption. They were tried for lying either to Congress or the courts and in the case of Nixon, also for interfering with police investigation of a burglary. In the United Kingdom, the Conservative party got rid of Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher for reasons which are still too obscure for me to grasp, except that there was a feeling within her own party that she had stayed in office for too long. Mark you, staying in office for too long was neither a criminal nor a constitutional offence.

I am sure that a lot of people in the Third World must feel that the citizens of advanced democracies must be out of their minds if they seek to crucify or actually crucify their leaders for such flimsy reasons when their own leaders actually get away with incredible crimes such as kleptomania, accessory to murder, accessory to kidnapping, subversion of institutions of state etc. It just goes to show how far we still have to go or to put it more accurately, how far we have fallen behind in the human race towards an actualisation of a government of the people, for the people and by the people.

Why do I use that strange phraseology “to put it more accurately, how far we have fallen behind in the human race”? In the pre-colonial period, there were traditional checks and balances against traditional authority. Recently, during the commemoration of the founding of the Othman Dan Fodio empire, one of the values highlighted was the control by the religious leaders of Sultans on behalf of the people. In Yoruba history, there was evidence of obas being forced to commit suicide or being forced to go into exile after their behaviour had been deemed inimical to the interest of the body polity. These sanctions were pretty severe and effective. Where are these sanctions now when in most Third World countries, instruments of checks and balances are under the effective control of the executive?

 One thing which is evident irrespective of the functioning or non-functioning of the system is the existence of a symbiotic relationship between Government and the Governed. I have already drawn your attention to the enormous powers which governments exercise on behalf of the people, and some might even add, that some of these powers are exercised against the people. A few examples will serve as adequate illustrations. The government, acting on behalf of the state, can take the life of a human being, through legal execution; the government can take the money of a human being through taxation; the government can even remove the individual’s right to vote or be voted for by law. The greatest manifestation of this unique status of government is the right and the power of the government to send citizens to their death in war by deploying the armed forces.

In fact, every one associates President Abraham Lincoln with the most simple and evocative definition of democracy as government of the people, for the people and by the people, even though as far back as 1384 (about five hundred years before Lincoln) the same phraseology has been used in the General Prologue of the Wycliffe Translation of the Holy Bible. There, it was written “This Bible is for the Government of the People, by the People, and for the People”. I am rather intrigued by this dedication which posits democracy firmly on divine sanction when 400 years later, Alexander Pope was still writing about the divine right of kings. But an exposition of that would have to await another lecture when my thoughts have fully developed on the issue.

To return to Abraham Lincoln.  What is often forgotten is the occasion on which the rendition took place. Lincoln did not render this definition at a state banquet, or a political rally or at a sanitised meeting of Congress. It was delivered on a cold winter day, on a battle field, littered with broken dead bodies of soldiers and with the stench of blood and death in the air. Abraham Lincoln who himself as President had ordered these men to their death in the United States civil war, was mystified as to why men would make such supreme sacrifice since once life is sacrificed, there is nothing left to be sacrificed. Lincoln could only conclude that it is because the men who fought and died there were not fighting for some abstract form of government but that government in some ways meant themselves.

 As far back as around 5th century B. C., perhaps the noblest words ever uttered by men according to Ruskin were in the epitaph at Thermopylae “Go tell the Spartans, thou that passeth by, that here, obedient to their laws we lie”. This beautiful and wonderful tribute to the ultimate of ultimate human sacrifice is not unique to any society. It is pretty universal. For example in a cemetery in Namibia, there is also the same epitaph, “Tell England, ye who pass this monument, that we who rest here, die content”. I am sure that in the proverbs of the Zulus, the Benin, the Yoruba or any African nationality there will be telling tributes to dead warriors. In ancient Rome, it was “Ave Caesar. Morituri te salutamus”. In fact, the best evidence for the universality of this salute to the nobility of sacrifice is the universality of wars and the universality of soldiers from time immemorial. As the dead urge not to be forgotten, so the living also pay tribute as shown by this moving tribute by the living to the fallen in the words of Laurence Binyon “they shall grow not old, as we that are left grow old: Age shall not weary them, nor the years condemn. At the going down of the sun and in the morning, we will remember them”

The most treasured of all human attributes is life. The next most treasured attribute is freedom. Under what circumstances would man have given up these two attributes? The first circumstance would be involuntary through conquest by an external force. It is precisely to avoid this first circumstance that men voluntarily enter into an arrangement that would guarantee collective life and freedom even at the expense of individual life and freedom. It was Aristotle who put it as far back as 4th century B. C. that “misfortune unites men, when the same thing is harmful to both”.

On a purely theoretical plane, we have to assume that once upon a time, at the beginning of creation, the human race was made up of individual men and women who enjoyed absolute freedom. But as we know from the case of Cain and Abel, it takes only a society of two people to create the crime of murder. Not only murder, but every other crime such as theft, assault, battery etc. In fact about the only crime that cannot be committed in a society of two is rioting. Well in our hypothetical society, it would not take long before the issue of security reared its head. Who ever was then strong enough to provide internal and external security, laid successful claim to leadership. People accepted his leadership, based on his ability to provide security. But the security comes with a price. In Samuel 8, vs 11-18: God warned the Israelis as follows:

“This will be the manner of the king that shall reign over you: He will take your sons, and

appoint them for himself, his chariots, and to be his horsemen; and some shall run before

his chariots. And he will appoint him captains over thousands, and captains over fifties; and

will set them to ear his ground, and to reap his harvest, and to make his instruments of war

and instruments of his chariots. And he will take your daughters to be confectionaries, and 

to be cooks and to be bakers. And he will take your fields, and your vineyards, and your

oliveyards, even the best of them, and give them to his servants. And he will take the tenth

of your seed, and of your vineyards, and give to his officers and to his servants. And he will

take your menservants, and your maidservants, and your goodliest youngmen, and your asses

and put them to his work. He will take the tenth of your sheep: and ye shall be his servants”

Those who live in the Third World will recognise in their leaders, the attributes of the king that God warned the Israelis against.

But in exchange the leader was supposed to provide security. It would then come as no surprise that the earliest leaders in human habitation were warrior kings. Once security had been guaranteed, the focus of the needs shifted to social and welfare issues. It was basically, a covenantal relationship. We make you our leader; we tolerate and endure your idiosyncrasies, we endure tolerable hardships, we surrender some of our freedoms but in exchange, you guarantee our domestic and external security, including our basic freedom and you guarantee our social and welfare security, and you provide against poverty.

This is not a theoretical philosophical postulation. Those who watch such educational channels as Discovery and National Geography will also notice that even in the animal kingdom, animals like lions, apes, giraffes which operate as communities, opt to be led by the one who can provide security and know the most fertile feeding ground.

In other words, it is a natural attribute. All religions that have been associated with man, have  been based on a covenantal or contractual relationship. The most expressive illustration can be found in Deuteronomy, chapter 28. This is not a religious sermon. I am going however to dwell extensively on this chapter for two reasons. Firstly, it would establish the ancient pedigree of the concept of social contract or social covenant. Secondly, it would establish the contents of the contract between the governed and the governor.

The contractual basis of the relationship was established right from the beginning by the choice of the terms of the language. “And it shall come to pass, if thou shalt hearken diligently unto the voice of the Lord thy God, to observe and to do all his commandments which I command thee this day, that the Lord will set thee on high above all nations of the earth; and all these blessings shall come on thee, and overtake thee…But it shall come to pass, if thou will not hearken unto the voice of the Lord thy God, to observe to do all his commandments and his statutes which I command thee this day; that all these curses shall come upon thee, and overtake thee.” The contractual nature is so clear. If you do this, I will do that. You owe me this in exchange for that which I owe you.

In exchange for this obedience, the following is guaranteed:

1) Blessed shalt thou be in the city, and blessed shalt thou be in the field

2) Blessed shall be the fruit of thy body, and the fruit of thy ground, and 

The fruit of thy cattle and the flocks of thy sheep

3) Blessed shall be thy basket and thy store.

In summary, it is security and life more abundant that are guaranteed.

I have drawn liberally from only one religious tradition. But I do not want to leave you with the impression that we owe social and economic rights to only one religious tradition or to any religious tradition for that matter. For as far back as about 2100 B. C., Hammurabi, king of Babylon, proclaimed “I established law and justice in the land”. I interpret law as that which the citizen owes the state while justice is that which the state owes the citizen. It is an apt encapsulation of the concept of  obligations vs rights. 

From this religious beginning, we have moved to grounding these guarantees into secular rights enshrined in constitutions and international conventions and treaties. By drawing attention to international conventions, we draw attention to the universality of these rights and use that fact to counter any specious argument that some rights can only be enjoined in some states and not in other states. The most comprehensive international document is the 1966 International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. In that Covenant, some of the rights are as follows:

1) article 7 recognises “the right of everyone to the enjoyment of just

and favourable conditions of work, which ensure…remuneration

which provides all workers…with fair wages and equal remuneration for work of equal value; a decent living for themselves and their families; safe and healthy working conditions.

2) article 9 recognises “the right of everyone to social security, including social insurance”

3) article 11 recognises “the right of everyone to an adequate standard of living for himself and his family, including adequate food, clothing and housing, and to the continuous improvement of living conditions. It also recognises the fundamental right of everyone to be free from hunger.

4) Article 12 recognises the right of everyone to the enjoyment of the highest attainable standard of physical and mental health

5) Article 13 recognises the right of everyone to education.  

OBLIGATIONS 

I have already alluded to the fact that in all systems, democratic, dictatorial, parliamentary or presidential, monarchical or non-monarchical, theocratic or secular, the government exercises enormous powers over the people. In democracies, this power is voluntarily surrendered to governments at periodic elections which are free, fair and transparent. Under other systems, the power is seized from the people.

Whichever way it is, the concept of power revolves around the enforced claims of the obligations which citizens owe the state. Let me be as categorical as I can be: the citizen is under an absolute obligation to respect the law. As far back as 2675 B. C., Ptahhotep, a Prime Minister in ancient Egypt laid it down as a principle “to resist him that is set in authority is evil”. When however, we feel that the law is manifestly unjust, not just unjust but so wickedly unjust that it must be disobeyed then that law must be disobeyed. We must avoid becoming like those Martin Luther King described as “ the…moderate who is more devoted to order than to justice; who prefers a negative peace which is the absence of tension to a positive peace which is the presence of justice”. However, it is the state’s reaction to the civil disobedience in the form of trial and imprisonment which highlights the unjustness of the law. When Mohatma Ghandi and Martin Luther King were faced with unjust laws which they felt should not be obeyed, they broke those laws, waited to be arrested and went to jail without complaining. 

Starting with the Augustinian premise that “an unjust law is no law at all”, Martin Luther king submitted that “one who breaks an unjust law must do so openly, lovingly, and with a willingness to accept the penalty.” He continued “I submit that an individual who breaks a law that conscience tells him is unjust and who willingly accepts the penalty of imprisonment ,.. is in reality expressing the highest respect for law.” 

It is the repeated jailing that brings the unjustness of the laws into frontline consciousness and eventually leads to the abrogation of the unjust laws. The point should be made absolutely clear. The very fact of the unjustness of a law does not grant immunity from prosecution to those who break that law. We are under a moral obligation to challenge unjust laws. The state is under a legal and political obligation to enforce the law, even unjust laws. It is the public outrage aroused by the prosecution of the consciences of the nation, prosecution which is erroneously termed, persecution, which sensitises the nation to the need to change the laws. In his famous letter from Birmingham jail, King had argued eloquently that “non-violent direct action seeks to create such a crisis and foster such a tension that a community which has constantly refused to negotiate is forced to confront the issue. It seeks to dramatize the issue that it can no longer be ignored…There is a type of constructive, non-violent tension which is necessary for growth.”

Martin Luther King did not advocate a stay-at-home action or a boycott of white businesses or white controlled buses only. He did not restrict his action to the courts alone. All those would not have led to the “non-violent tension which is necessary for growth”

RIGHTS 

Earlier on, I have used the 1966 International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights to identify specific rights to which citizens are entitled and which the state is under an obligation to provide. There are three other Conventions which have added to the basket of entitlements. These are the 1979 Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women, the 1984 Convention against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment and the 1989 Convention on the Rights of the Child. Further more, there have now been instituted (a) An annual Human Development Report and (b) An annual World Development Indicators. These two documents complement dozens of annual reports put out by United Nations Specialised Agencies, Non-Governmental Organisations and Civil Society Organisations.

These Reports identify landmarks by which progress or non-progress can be measured. The following are some of the landmarks: 1) Human Development index, 2) Human and income poverty index, 3) commitment to health: resources, access and services, 4) water, sanitation and nutritional status, 5) Leading global and health crises and risks, 6) Survival: progress and setbacks, 7) commitment to education: public spending, 8) literacy and enrolment, 9) Technology: diffusion and creation, 10) economic performance, 11) inequality in income or consumption, 12) priorities in public spending, 13) Gender-related development index , 14) Gender empowerment measure, 15) Gender inequality in education, 16) Gender inequality in economic activity, 17) Women’s political participation. I do not intend to give you the impression that these are the only sub-heads around which these annual reports revolve. These reports are more extensive than the sub-themes which I have just listed.

Even though comparative classification is a useful analytical and research tool, its use in these reports have tended to have the effect of shocking and shaming nations, whether that is its intention or not. The over all comparative classification revolves around three broad categories. The first category is titled High Human Development. The second category is titled Medium Human Development. The third category is titled Low Human Development. Presumably, those in the first two categories could pat themselves on the back for achieving a desirable status. But for any state to be listed among the Low Human Development category must rank as a failure. At independence, social scientists played with polite and diplomatic terminology graduating from developed and underdeveloped nations to developed and developing nations. At that time, it was felt that it was politically incorrect to refer to states as underdeveloped. By adopting the terminology “developing”, it was felt that there was some sense of positive movement that needed to be recognised and encouraged. It was not to deny that there were states which were underdeveloped, but for a while, it at least appeared that the governments of the newly independent states were trying to better the lot of their people. Four decades later, the need to call a spade a spade, to shock and shame, is very justified.

The second methodology adopted is to present results of research in tabular form where countries are ranked according to achievement or non-achievement in carrying out their obligations to their citizens. The net result is quite devastatingly effective as one could tell at a glance the height of achievement or the depth of failure relative to other countries.

I would now like to situate our country, Nigeria, using the classifications already indicated above. There is going to be extensive and prolonged use of comparative statistical data as a necessity in order to drive home the point as regards the magnitude of the problem that exists. For example, if Nigeria spends Nx million on a health issue, the amount on itself does not prove anything. It does not tell us whether that is sufficient or not. But when combined with statistics showing the magnitude of the problem, then the conclusion speaks for itself.

 The first thing to notice is that Nigeria has been consistently classified as among the Low Human Development nations, sharing that group with Pakistan, Togo, Congo, Lesotho, Uganda, Zimbabwe, Kenya, Yemen, Madagascar etc…. Ranked above Nigeria in the Medium Human Development category are countries such as Cameroon, Sudan, Swaziland, Ghana, Botswana, Namibia, Sao Tome and Principe, Cape Verde, Guyana, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon to mention a few. 

In terms of Human Development index, not only is Nigeria classified among the Low Human Development Group as earlier indicated, her position is 151 out of 177 nations.

In terms of life expectancy, a Nigerian is expected at birth to live for 52 years, compared with Yemen at 60 yrs, Pakistan at 61 yrs, Ghana at 58 yrs, Nepal at 60 yrs, Iran at 70 yrs, Palestine at 72 yrs, Cape Verde at 70 yrs, Viet Nam at 69 yrs Sao Tome and Principe at 70 yrs, Morocco at 69 yrs to mention a few. Nigeria falls below the average for developing countries, is the same as the average for least developed countries, but is above the average for sub-saharan Africa. 

In terms of adult literacy rate, (an adult being defined as 15 yrs and above), Nigeria is rated at 67% compared to Kenya at 84%, Zimbabwe at 90%, Congo at 89%, Lesotho at 81%, Swaziland at 81%,  Ghana at 74%, Botswana at 79%, Namibia at 83%, Sao Tome and Principe at 83%, Gabon at 71%, Mongolia at 98%, Equatorial Guinea at 84%, Cape Verde at 76%, and Guyana at 97%. Even the occupied Palestine is rated at 90%. Nigeria falls below the average for Developing countries, but is above the averages for the least developed countries and sub-saharan Africa.

In terms of combined gross enrolment ratio for primary, secondary and tertiary schools, Nigeria is rated at 45%, compared to Zimbabwe at 58%, Togo at 67%, Lesotho at 65%, Uganda at 71%, Cameroon at 56%, Swaziland at 61%, Botswana at 70%, Namibia at 71%, Gabon at 74%, Sao Tome and Principe at 62%, Equatorial Guinea at 58%, Cape Verde at 73%, Palestine at 79%. Nigeria is below the average for Developing countries, but has the same as the averages for the Least developed countries and sub-SaharanAfrica.

In terms of GDP (Gross Domestic Product) per capita, Nigeria is rated at $860.00 compared with Zimbabwe at $2400.00, Lesotho at $2420.00, Togo at $1480.00, Cameroon at $2000.00, Swaziland at $4550.00, Comoros at $1690.00, Ghana at $2130.00, Botswana at $8170.00, Namibia at $6210.00, Gabon at $6590.00, Sao Tome and Principe at $1317.00, Equatorial Guinea at $30,130.00 and Cape Verde at $5000.00. Nigeria is way below the average for developing countries which is $4,054.00, below the average for Least developed countries which is $1307 and even below the average for sub-saharan Africa which is $1790.00.

In terms of population below income poverty line, Nigeria is rated at 70% on or below $1.00 a day compared to Kenya at 23%, Zimbabwe at 36%, Lesotho at 36%, Cameroon at 17%, Ghana at 45%, Botswana at 24% and Iran at less than 2%. When the figure is raised to $2.00 or less, Nigeria has 91% of its population living on $2.00 or less compared to Kenya at 59%, Zimbabwe at 64%, Lesotho at 56%, Cameroon at 51%, Ghana at 79%, Botswana at 50%, Namibia 56%.

In these annual reports, there is a category called Demographic Trends which I would prefer to title social volatility index. This is defined as statistics which shows whether the type, mix, and location of population has the potential to destabilise or stabilise the society. A large population which is basically young, with a high growth rate, half of which is located in urban areas, is more prone to violence and revolution unless it is well managed and hence has a high social volatility propensity, whereas a small population, evenly spread in age, evenly spread between urban and rural areas, is more stable and less disposed to violence and hence has a low volatility propensity.

Against this background, Nigeria has a large population of about 121million, with an annual growth rate of 2.2%, with 55.5% living in urban areas, with 45% being under 15yrs, and only 3.1% being above 65 yrs. In addition, the average fertility is 5.4 children per female. Since this a vast amount of statistics to digest, I will limit the comparative analysis to only three other countries, namely Botswana, Cape Verde and Sao Tome and Principe. Botswana has a small population of 1.8million, -0.3% in annual population growth, with  51% as urban population, with 40% being under 15 yrs and 2.7% being over 65 yrs. It also has a fertility rate of only 3.7 children per female. Cape Verde, another example, has a population of  0.5million, a growth rate of  1.8%, an urban population of 55%, with 40% under the age of 15, with 4% over 65yrs old and with a fertility rate of 3.3 children per woman. The last example, Sao Tome and Principe, has a population of 0.2 million, an annual growth rate of 2.4%, with 38% as urban dwellers, with 40% aged under 15, with 5% aged 65 and above and with a fertility rate of 4.4 children.

Now, if one steps back to just one element of earlier statistics presented which is the GDP per capita and apply it to the demographic profile, then the concept of social instability becomes more vivid. Nigeria has only $860.00 to spend on every Nigerian, while Botswana has $8170.00, Cape Verde has $5000.00 and Sao Tome has $1317.00. To some extent, the argument is simple. Nigeria’s big population means there is not enough money to go round. Her fertility rate means that unless growth in the economy surpasses the fertility rate, she will  in fact grow poorer. It is then not an accident that she is the poorest of the four nations considered above. While  the other three states had sufficient resources to cope with the same urban profile and the same youthful profile as Nigeria and therefore will have a high social stability index, Nigeria does not have enough resources to cope with the same profile and yet she still has one of the highest fertility profile in Africa at 6.9 compared to the average for Developing countries which is put at 5.4.

A dissatisfied and restless urban population is more dangerous than a dissatisfied and restless rural population. A rural setup by its nature is conservative and lacks the mobilisation potential and paradigm to destabilise a nation. An urban setting with easy access to a teeming population has the higher mobilization potential to destabilise a state. Karl Marx would have been surprised that it was in agricultural and rural Russia that a Marxist revolution took place rather than in an industrialised state where he had predicted a workers revolution. As it turned out, it was an urban military’s dissatisfaction that was in effect turned into a revolution by a highly educated and politicised urban elite. Rural Russia was initially just a passenger along for the ride. A 46% urban population with an age of profile of 52% between 15 and 65 yrs, is material for revolution if it is left out of the social contract.

The first yardstick comes under the label of commitment to health: resources, access and services. On health expenditure, Nigeria public expenditure is 0.8% of the GDP compared to Lesotho 4.3%, Uganda 3.4%, Ghana 2.8%, Botswana 4.4% Namibia 4.7%, Cape Verde 3.8%, and Equatorial Guinea 1.2%. Private health expenditure for Nigeria is 2.6% of the GDP, Lesotho 1.2%, Uganda 2.5%, Ghana 1.9%, Botswana 2.2%, Namibia 2.2%, Cape Verde 0.7% and Equatorial Guinea 0.8%. This is a dramatic representation of a higher commitment by the private sector than the public sector on health, and also a higher investment on health by the Nigerian private sector than similar investments in Africa by the private sector.

In terms of actual figures, Nigeria spends $31 per capita, while Lesotho spends $101, Uganda $57, Ghana $60, Botswana $381, Namibia $342, Cape Verde $165 and Equatorial Guinea $106.

In the area of immunisation against tuberculosis for one-year olds, Nigeria records 54%, Lesotho 83%, Uganda 96%, Ghana 60%, Botswana 99%, Namibia 83%, Cape Verde 92%, and Equatorial Guinea 73%. In the area of immunisation against measles for one-year olds, the pattern is much the same with Nigeria at 40%, Lesotho at 70%, Uganda at 77%, Ghana at 81%, Botswana at 90%, Namibia at 68%, Cape Verde at 85%, and Equatorial Guinea at 51%.

Births attended by skilled health personnel has Nigeria at 42%, Lesotho at 60%, Uganda at 39%, Ghana at 44%, Botswana at 94%, Namibia at 78%, Cape Verde at 89% and Equatorial Guinea at 65%.

Physicians per 100,000 people has Nigeria at 27, Lesotho at 7, Uganda at 5, Ghana at 9, Botswana at 29, Namibia at 29, Cape Verde at 17 and Equatorial Guinea at 25.

Population with sustainable access to affordable essential drugs has Nigeria at 0-49%, Lesotho at 80-94%, Uganda at 50-79%, Ghana at 0-49%, Botswana at 80-94%, Namibia at 80-94%, Cape Verde at 80-94%, and Equatorial Guinea at 0-49%. On this issue, for reasons should be obvious, let me add a few more examples from the African continent. Gambia is at 80-94%, Senegal at 50-79%, Guinea at 80-94%, Benin at 50-79%, Cote D’voire at 80-94%, Mali at 50-79%, Burkina Faso at 50-79%, Niger at 50-79%, and Sierra Leone after several years of a ruinous civil war rates 0-49%, same as Nigeria. I have brought in this last group of African states because it would shock you and everybody else to know that those whom we often regard with disdain in terms of development have a more caring track record in fulfilling their obligations to their citizens.

The next factor is titled, Water sanitation and nutritional status. Nigeria is rated at 54% of population with sustainable access to improved sanitation compared to Lesotho at 49%, Uganda at 79%, Ghana at 72%, Botswana at 66%, Namibia at 41%, Cape Verde at 71% and Equatorial Guinea at 53%. Senegal rates 70%, Guinea is at 58%, Tanzania is at 90%, Burundi is at 88%, Mali at 69%, and Sierra Leone is at 66%.

In terms of population with sustainable access to an improved water source, Nigeria is rated 62%, Lesotho 78%, Ghana 73%, Botswana 95%, Namibia 77%, Cape Verde 74%, Equatorial Guinea 44%, Senegal 78%, Tanzania 68%, Cote d’voire 81%,  and Mali at 65%.

Then we have a category called undernourished people as a percentage of total population. Nigeria rates 8%, compared to Lesotho 25%, Uganda 19%, Ghana 12%, Botswana 24%, Namibia 7%. Nigeria scored with distinction in this category. I just hope that it is not a continuing manifestation of the national trait that emphasis consumption over savings and investments.

In terms of children under weight for age as % under age 5, Nigeria rates 36%, Lesotho 18%, Uganda 23%, Ghana 25%, Botswana 13%, Namibia 24%, Gambia 17%, Senegal 23%, Guinea 23%, Cote D’voire 21%, and Sierra Leone 27%. Nigeria, Ghana and Namibia show a disturbing trait where it seems that society prefer children to starve while adults are well fed because their percentages for under-nourishment are way below their percentages for under-nourishment among children. This conclusion is further reinforced by the figures for children under height for their age. Nigeria is recorded at 43%, Lesotho 46%, Uganda 39%, Ghana 26%, Botswana 23%, Namibia 24%, Gambia 19%, Senegal 25%, Guinea 26%, Cote D’voire 25%, and Sierra Leone at 34%.

In terms of infants with low birth-weight, which is a reflection of pre-natal care, Nigeria records 12%, Lesotho 14%, Uganda 12%, Ghana 11%, Botswana 10%, Namibia 16%, Gambia 17% and Cote D’voire at 17%. These figures are in tandem with the under-nourished profile and hence they are not surprising. Simply put, a well-fed mother will give birth to a well fed child. It is the nourishment or lack of it after birth that becomes problematic. There is also another conclusion to be drawn from the convergence in profile and that has to be that there is no gender discrimination in nourishment as both male and female adults seem to be equally well fed.

Now, there is a whole cluster of issues titled Leading Global health crises and risks. On HIV prevalence for ages 15-49, Nigeria rates 5.4%, Lesotho rates 28.9%, Uganda 4%, Ghana 3%, Botswana 37.3%, Namibia 21%, Gambia 1%, Guinea 3%,. The low percentage which Nigeria recorded is not a cause for complacency as 5.4% of 100million qualifies to be called an epidemic. For malaria, Nigeria rates 0.03%, Togo 7.7%, Congo 5.8%, Ghana 15%, Botswana 48%,  Gambia 17%, Guinea 75%.

For tuberculosis, Nigeria rates O.5%, which is roughly the average for sub-saharan Africa and also for Least developing countries.

Then there is another cluster of issues titled Survival: Progress and setbacks. Life expectancy at birth has Nigeria at 52 years, Cape Verde at 70 yrs, Sao Tome and Principe 70 yrs, Ghana 58 yrs. Nigeria’s 52 years is about the average for least developed countries, above the average for sub-saharan Africa and below the average for developing countries. For infant mortality rate, Nigeria is rated 11%, Lesotho at 6%, Zimbabwe 8%, Cape Verde 2.9%, Equatorial Guinea 10.1%, Sao Tome and Principe 7.5% and Botswana 8%. The Nigerian rating is about the same for developing countries, above the average for the Least Developed countries and above the average for sub-saharan Africa.

Then on the issue of the probability of surviving to age 65, Nigeria is rated 42% for male and 45% for female, Ghana 50% for male and 56% for female, Sao Tome and Principe 69% for male and 79% for female, Cape Verde 68% for male and 80% for female. The Nigerian rating is way below the average for developing countries, is the same as the average for the Least developed countries and is above the average for sub-saharan Africa.

The last issue in this cluster is maternal mortality which is a function of health services available to pregnant women. Nigeria is scored 0.8%, Kenya 1%, Zimbabwe 1% and Tanzania 1.5%. 

The next cluster of issues is under the rubric, Literacy and enrolment. For adult literacy rate, defined as ages 15 and above, Nigeria scores 67%, Kenya 84%, Zimbabwe 90%, Ghana 7% Botswana 80%, and Cape Verde 76%. The Nigerian score is below the average for developing countries, above the average for the Least developed countries, and the same average for sub-saharan Africa. In terms of youth literacy rate, defined as age 15-24 yrs., Nigeria is 88%, Kenya 74%, Zimbabwe 98%, Kenya 96%, Ghana 92% and Cape Verde 89%. The Nigerian score is the same as the average for the developing countries, much better than the average for the Least Developed Countries and a lot better than the average for sub-saharan Africa.

Then there is the cluster of issues titled Inequality in income or consumption. The poorest 10% of the population control only 1.6% of the national income in Nigeria, which is comparable to what exists in other African countries. The highest percentage is 3.7% in Egypt. The poorest 20% controls 4.4% of the national income in Nigeria which is again comparable to other African countries except Egypt with 8.6%. The richest 20% controls 55.7% of the national income in Nigeria, compared to Lesotho 67%, Botswana 70%, Namibia 79%, and Ghana 47%. The richest 10% controls 41% of the national income in Nigeria, compared to Lesotho 48%, Swaziland 50%, Botswana 57%,  Namibia 65%.

The final issue I want to deal with is Gender related. To what extent has the state fulfilled its obligation to ensure equality between male and female? In terms of Gender-related development index, Nigeria is rated 122 out of 177 states. In terms of life expectancies, female is 52 years, while male is 51 years; in terms of adult literacy, female ranks 59%, male ranks 74%; combined educational enrolment ratio has 41% for female, while male has 49%. Estimated earned income is $562 for female and $1322.00 for male. 

In fulfilling its obligations under the social contract, Nigeria is not only beholding to international treaties, its own constitution also imposes these obligations. The 3rd paragraph of the Preamble to the 1999 constitution lists one of the purposes of the constitution as “promoting the good government and welfare of all persons in our country, on the principles of freedom, equality and justice…” Article 14 (2)(c) declares that  ‘the security and welfare of the people shall be the primary purpose of government”. Article 16 (2)(d) reads “that suitable and adequate shelter, suitable and adequate food, reasonable national minimum living wage, old age care and pensions, and unemployment, sick benefits and welfare of the disabled are provided for all citizens”. Article 17(3) reads “The state shall direct its policy towards ensuring that (a) all citizens, without discrimination… have the opportunity for securing adequate means of livelihood as well as adequate opportunity to secure suitable employment; (b) conditions of work are just and humane, and that there are adequate facilities for leisure…(c) the health, safety and welfare of all persons in employment are safeguarded… (d) there are adequate medical and health facilities for all persons…” Article 18 (1) states that “Government shall direct its policy towards ensuring that there are equal and adequate educational opportunities at all levels; 18 (3) Government shall strive to eradicate illiteracy; and to this end Government shall as and when practicable provide (a) free, compulsory and universal primary education; (b) free secondary education; (c) free university education; and (d) free adult literacy programme  

From the extensive statistics provided, we can safely come to the conclusion that at no time in human existence is so much attention being paid to the state of human existence; to what it means to be human. Almost every facet of what it is to be human is being quantified and states are being judged on their performance. The introductory remarks to the Human Development Reports 2004 argue this point eloquently: “the ideas behind this development paradigm are not new—they are at least as old as Aristotle. Aristotle argued that ‘wealth is evidently not the good we are seeking; for it is merely useful and for the sake of something else’. Immanuel Kant similarly asserted that human beings should be seen as ends in themselves, rather than as a means to other ends. And parallel ideas are reflected in the writings of Adam Smith, Robert Malthus and John Stuart Mill. Caught up with the rise and fall of national incomes, economists often lost sight of the real end of development—people’s well-being. Economic growth is merely a means-albeit an important one—for achieving this end.” (p.127)

We have to assume that governments are by nature not malevolent. That they mean to do well and that they understand the concept of the social contract. Then how come citizens are short-changed all over the world, with some more short-changed than others?

The theory of social contract paid no attention to inequality in the society. It did not address it. In fact, it implied the existence of inequality. The leadership (not just an individual) which provided physical and social security implies the existence of a military class and a business class, even though in rudimentary societies, as they were bound to be in the beginning, both could be fused into one. It took Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels  writing in the 1840s to focus on the relationship between class and wealth and political control. Even Friedrich Hegel wrote in 1832 in the Philosophy of History, “when liberty is mentioned, we must always be careful to observe whether it is not really the assertion of private interests which is thereby designated.” 

Human Society has always been characterised by inequality, with the government being a creation of the propertied class. Which came first, property or government? The historical evidence is that property came before government and it was the need to protect life and property that necessitated the formation of government. For example, the American pilgrims who set out to colonise the United States and to dispossess the Indians of their land did not come with a government on the Mayflower. But soon they had governments whose property laws legitimised private property already acquired through the barrel of a gun. European Private interests had colonised Africa long before their governments followed to legitimise the colonies and the interests. Therefore it should not come as a surprise that governments felt that it was their duty to protect business and property. In fact under the original Athenian practise, democratic rights were limited to property owners, and slaves who were regarded in any case as property were excluded. In the United States, the first few governments were made up basically of propertied people. Hence it is axiomatic that governments exist not to eradicate classes but to expand the boundaries of the wealthy to keep the state one step from revolution. The French revolution sought to overhaul society and the Russian revolution sought to abolish classes and make the working class the ruling elite.

It is widely inaccurate to regard capitalism as being synonymous with market forces. In fact, capitalism uses government support to survive and prosper. The most structured of the government support is called subsidy. Therefore the debate should not be between those who advocate government responsibility to ameliorate and ultimate abolition of poverty, and those who advocate minimum government and argue for private initiative. The fact is that government has always been massively involved in the economy on the side of business. The fact is that everyone is agreed that government must provide the atmosphere that must be conducive for stability. While some advocate a tough law and order regime to guarantee stability, others advocate social engineering projects that target the poor in order to guarantee stability. That, in fact are the parameters of the debate.

In times of major crisis, those in government are more amenable to initiating major programmes of social reform to push the peoples side of the social contract. The United States on the eve of the Second World War was in the midst of a major depression that affected all sectors of society. The new President was conscious of the fact that there was a substantial opinion in the United States that was looking at the German and Italian models of fascism as a possible alternative to democracy. The millions of urban unemployed coupled with millions of rural unemployed was a time bomb waiting to explode. Franklin Roosevelt’s solution was to push the boundary of American government’s involvement into business beyond unimaginable terms. In place in America is an extensive social security system and unemployment benefits, that were overhauled and made more generous by the Great Society programme of President Lyndon Johnson in the 1960s. Roosevelt’s programme was deceptively simple: pump government money into every and any project that will provide employment on a massive scale.

Since the time of the French revolution, the world has been divided into two. There have been states who drew the lesson that to avoid revolutions, a state must not only gradually allow for upward migration but a state must also allow for moderated changes that will ventilate political and economic grievances and frustration. Introduce enough changes, and revolutions will be avoided.  On the other hand, there were other states which were either oblivious of the need for changes, or introduced reforms so inadequate and so slow and so late that the Russian and the Chinese and other revolutions resulted.

There was no concept of social justice underlying the original concept of social contract. This as pointed out came much later as enlightened states sought to starve off revolutions. The involvement of the international community in advancing and promoting social justice came about as a result of the desire to avoid wars and the destabilising effect on the international system of revolutions.     

A contract by its nature is the documentation of mutual rights and obligations between at least two parties. In this lecture, I have dealt extensively with the searchlights on the social and economic entitlements of the citizens. If as stated earlier a contract is between more than one party, why are there no reports on the state of citizens’ fulfilment of its own side of the bargain? Why are there no annual reports on the state of murders and manslaughter while there are annual reports on the state of executions? Why are there are no reports on how many police men and women get killed while on duty but there are reports on accidental or not so accidental discharges by the police? Why are there no reports on the state of criminal activities but there would be reports on government heavy-handed reaction to criminals? Quite recently, there have been criticisms from Nigerian Ministers on the 2004 Transparency International Report to the effect that it focussed only on the bribe taker and not also on the bribe giver. It is a justified criticism although it is true that it is often the bribe taker who initiates the transaction. But the fact still remains that the bribe giver is an accessory to the crime. A more fundamental objection is the attitude of foreign governments towards repatriation of corrupt funds. Most Western governments are hostile towards demand for repatriation of stolen funds because their economies regard the funds as ready access to cheap funds. But the fact remains that if Transparency International were to include a section on the nationalities of the bribe givers and western governments’ policies on fund repatriation, some of the world leading countries will not come up smelling roses.

The deliberate skewing of international reports which end up portraying the third world in very disadvantageous light may not be deliberate but it reflects a biased sub-consciousness. Two illustrations will suffice: when I was the Minister of External Affairs, I was once confronted by a hostile London press, hammering away at 419 allegations against Nigerians. After they have finished, I calmly replied that the so-called victims were actually co-conspirators in fraud—the intended victim being Nigeria itself. I offered to have the Nigerian partners prosecuted if Britain would prosecute the British partners. No more was said about the matter. But Nigeria continued to be portrayed as a criminal nation in the international press. The second example involves one of the international NGOs which publishes an annual report on Human Rights. It picked a young fresh M.A. graduate from a leading Unites States university to produce the annual report on Nigeria. I was rather saddened by the way our own civil society icons rolled out the red carpet for the young researcher whom I am sure knew less than 10% of what they knew about Nigeria. I met the Researcher and was convinced that she really could not grasp the complexity of what led to what in Nigeria. Someone of her age and experience would never be commissioned to write a Report on the United States, or France, or NATO or Russia. It is not deliberate racism. It is at best, patronising, and at worst, sublime racism.

But to return to the original question as to why there are no annual reports on the state of what the citizen owes the state. How does one quantify obedience to the state; obedience to the police; respect for the judiciary; willingness to pay tax, willingness to pay the ultimate sacrifice—“ Go tell the Spartans, thou that passeth by, that here, obedient to their laws we lie”? I am not implying that an assessment cannot be made on each of the issue raised above, but the assessment can only be sociological and not mathematical. For example, do recourse to shrines reflect a vote of no confidence in the judiciary or is it simply a reflection of the entrenchment of our traditional values? If it is the earlier, then how many shrines equate what % of no confidence in the judiciary? Another illustration: it is a well-known fact that no one, in the whole world, likes to pay taxes. In a developing economy like ours with a vibrant and extensive informal economy, how does one calculate the extent of tax evasion, and to what extent does it reflect disdain for government when even the rich who are the natural allies of the government refuse to pay to tax? 

There is another dimension to this issue of citizen behaviour, which is better phrased as a question? If it is the social behaviour of an individual that negates government’s performance of its obligation under the social contract, to what extent should it be reckoned as a failure on the part of government? A vivid illustration will dramatise the point. Nigeria with a population of 130million and a per capita income of $860.00 has a human development index value of 0.466 and is ranked 151 out of 177 states. The human development index measures three things: longevity, education and income. With a population of just 121million, and assuming the same level of funding in the health and education sectors, Nigeria’s human development index would have been much higher. Nigeria would most certainly have been pushed into the ranks of the medium human development. Yet whom do we blame for the high fertility figure in Nigeria? 

In fact, in an attempt to fulfil its own bargain of the social contract, government can end up being caught in a catch-22 situation. Between 1979 and 1983, the Lagos government introduced free health and free primary education. Lagos State witnessed an explosion in recorded births among the low-income class who now saw no relationship between their behaviour and an inability to provide for their family but who just wanted a share in the bonanza that government was providing. When subsequent governments reversed the policy, those affected fell back on the popular refrain that God would provide.

How does a government respond to a situation where increase in income breeds a second wife and more children instead of investment in a higher standard of living? How does a government cope with refusal to accept educational or health opportunities, a refusal that is grounded on religious beliefs?

As of now, there is no balanced reporting. One organisation highlights one thing: execution. Another organisation highlights drugs. Transparency International highlights corruption. But if a government were to really become draconian in its attitude towards wiping out corruption, another organisation will quickly highlight that without seeking to draw a connection to the state of corruption. It appears to me that for the sake of relevance, each NGO just carves out a niche which it concentrates on. The whole picture becomes as distorted as if one focuses on the ear of an elephant as if that was the totality of the elephant.  

As of now, we have 817 governments in Nigeria, with its battalions of President, Vice-President, Governors, Deputy Governors, National and State Assemblies, Local Government Chairmen and Councillors, Federal and State Judiciary and the Federal, State and Local Government civil services. The net result is that we spend the preponderance of our national income on just administering the state with very little left for investment in those areas that improve our human development index. Who is to blame? Government for creating this multiplicity of governments or Nigerians who will not be satisfied until each family unit becomes a state? Even those of us who are clamouring for restructuring of Nigeria into zones are equally guilty if our prayers of adding six zonal governments are answered.

What is obvious is that there is no automatic mechanism for creating a right balance in the social contract, if there is ever any such thing as a right balance. Human affairs is not a static mix but a fluctuating mix which like a pendulum oscillates between two extremes, one extreme breeding its own counter-extreme; a force breeding a counter-force. It is this oscillating mechanism that regulates the social contract and produces the acceptance of the resulting state of affairs.

As a vivid illustration, consider the contrasts between Franklin Roosevelt, John F Kennedy, Lyndon Johnson, Jimmy Carter and Bill Clinton on one hand and Ike Eisenhower, Richard Nixon, Ronald Reagan, George Bush and George W Bush on the other hand. They are all United States Presidents but they represent different political tendencies. The first group represents a left of centre tendency while the second group represents a right of centre tendency. The oscillation between the two tendencies was not the result of the efforts of a philosopher-king or benevolent dictator. It is the result of that simple mechanism called elections.

Elections are an ingredient of democracy. Not people’s democracy, not third world democracy, not western democracy, not African democracy. Just democracy. In an unqualified democracy, elections are free, fair, honest and transparent. It is this honesty and transparency that leads to the general acceptance of the result irrespective of the voting preferences of individuals and parties.

Where elections are free and fair and transparent, there is a general disposition to accepting the results without resorting to such gimmickry as rotation, power shift, zoning etc which are antithetical to democracy. Even a cursory examination of the language of politics from 1943 to the early 1990s will show a clear absence of these political abracadabra. One would have expected these terms to turn up in the campaign language of people like Dr. Nnamdi Azikiwe, Chief Obafemi Awolowo, Alhaji Aminu Kano, Chief J. S. Tarka etc—all those who felt short-changed by the political system. One would have expected it to turn up in the language of Chief M. K. O. Abiola. One would search in vain, as all these political leaders desired was a level playing field characterised by free, fair and transparent elections. I have also searched in vain through the documents of the National Democratic Coalition (NADECO) for any direct or implicit reference to these political values. They have been smuggled into Nigerian political consciousness and they are doing considerable damage to democracy as they interfere with a key element of democracy—free and unfettered choice.

But elections are only one element of democracy. Democracy is not just about elections every four or five years. Democracy is about every day building of consensus around contentious issues. Democracy abhors ambush tactics by the government of the day. These mean that government policies have to be predictable, subject to free and unfettered debate, with sufficient room for compromise. If these attributes are critical to the smooth functioning of settled societies, they are a necessity for the survival of developing societies or societies in transition.

The tradition of five or ten or twenty years development plan adequately addressed this issue of predictability of government policies. And where the plan came into being after full participation by all shades of views, the issue of building of consensus around contentious issues would have been achieved. And irrespective of the controversial nature of the Abacha regime that sponsored it, the Vision 2010 came out of this tradition and should not have been pushed out of the radar screen.   

The fulfilment of the terms of the social contract is not a one time affair as society is not static. It could be met in one generation and yet not be met in another generation. It requires constant struggle and eternal vigilance. Human beings are not angels and neither are they totally rational. Human beings will concede what they have no choice but concede and governments run by human beings will surrender what they have no choice but surrender. It is this creative tension between governments and their citizens that determines the state of the social contract.
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